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Abstract: 
 
At the international level, the higher education sector is currently being subjected to increased calls 
for public accountability and the current move by the OECD to rank universities based on the quality 
of their teaching and learning outcomes. At the national level, Australian universities and their 
teaching staff face numerous challenges including financial restrictions, increasing student numbers 
and the reality of an increasingly diverse student population. The Australian higher education 
response to these competing policy and accreditation demands focuses on precise explicit systems 
and procedures which are inflexible and conservative and which ignore the fact that assessment is 
the single biggest influence on how students approach their learning. By seriously neglecting the 
quality of student learning outcomes, assessment tasks are often failing to engage students or reflect 
the tasks students will face in the world of practice. 
 
Innovative assessment design, which includes new paradigms of student engagement and learning 
and pedagogically based technologies have the capacity to provide some measure of relief from 
these internal and external tensions by significantly enhancing the learning experience for an 
increasingly time-poor population of students. That is, the assessment process has the ability to 
deliver program objectives and active learning through a knowledge transfer process which increases 
student participation and engagement. This social constructivist view highlights the importance of 
peer review in assisting students to participate and collaborate as equal members of a community of 
scholars with both their peers and academic staff members. As a result of increasing the student’s 
desire to learn, peer review leads to more confident, independent and reflective learners who also 
become more skilled at making independent judgements of their own and others' work.  
 
Within this context, in Case Study One of this project, a summative, peer-assessed, weekly, 
assessment task was introduced in the first “serious” accounting subject offered as part of an 
undergraduate degree. The positive outcomes achieved included: student failure rates declined 15%; 
tutorial participation increased fourfold; tutorial engagement increased six-fold; and there was a 100% 
student-based approval rating for the retention of the assessment task. However, in stark contrast to 
the positive student response, staff issues related to the loss of research time associated with the 
administration of the peer-review process threatened its survival.  
 
This paper contributes to the core conference topics of new trends and experiences in undergraduate 
assessment education and in terms of innovative, on-line, learning and teaching practices, by 
elaborating the Case Study Two “solution” generated to this dilemma. At the heart of the resolution is 
an e-Learning, peer-review process conducted in conjunction with the University of Melbourne which 
seeks to both create a virtual sense of belonging and to efficiently and effectively meet academic 
learning objectives with minimum staff involvement.  In outlining the significant level of success 
achieved, student-based qualitative and quantitative data will be highlighted along with staff views in a 
comparative analysis of the advantages and disadvantages to both students and staff of the staff-led, 
peer review process versus its on-line counterpart. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
Amidst increased calls for public accountability in the Higher Education sector at the global level [33] 
and the current move by the OECD to rank universities globally based on the quality of their teaching 
and learning outcomes [29], universities have prioritised the need for increased transparency in 
assessment practices [15]; [10]. The precise explicit systems and procedures articulated within this 
accountability agenda have, however, seriously neglected the quality of student learning outcomes 
and have failed to engage students with the result that current assessment practice has been 
evaluated as seriously deficient [1]; [4]; [5]; [24]. 
At the heart of these failed outcomes are the tensions inherent in the Australian higher education, 
institutional environment [3]. Institutions and their teaching staff face numerous challenges such as: 
financial restrictions, increasing student numbers and the resulting fragmentation of academic 
programmes across flexible learning options.   
Innovative assessment design, which includes new paradigms of student engagement and learning 
and pedagogically based technologies have the capacity to provide some measure of relief from 
these internal and external tensions by significantly enhancing the learning experience for an 
increasingly culturally and educationally diverse and time-poor population of students. Thus, as 
outlined by Huijser, Kimmins, & Evans [12], it is not surprising that significant interest is being shown 
in non-traditional teaching and learning strategies with the objective of engaging students in a more 
active way in their own learning. Within this context, one of the key areas of interest in innovative 
assessment design is the creation of an opportunity for students to help each other, in the form of 
group or collaborative learning with peers potentially acting as positive role models within a non-
intimidating, informal environment. Any discussion of the use of peer review within an e-learning 
environment is, therefore, both important and timely.  
 
 
STUDY MOTIVATION AND PURPOSE OF RESULTS DISSEMINATION 
 
The creation of peer-reviewed assessment tasks in both AYB200 – Financial Accounting (2010) and 
AYB227 – International Accounting (2011) was based on the acknowledgment that assessment is the 
single biggest influence on how students approach their learning [27]; [28]; [29]. Student engagement 
in assessment tasks however only occurs when "students make a psychological investment in 
learning. They try hard to learn what school offers. They take pride not simply in earning the formal 
indicators of success (grades), but in understanding the material and incorporating or internalizing it in 
their lives (Newman [17], at pp. 2-3)." As highlighted by Topping [32], (at p. 20): “...the primary 
objective of peer assessment then is to foster engagement through a peer review process which 
“...helps students help each other plan their learning, identify their strengths and weaknesses, target 
areas for remedial action, and develop...other personal and professional skills.”  
 
While the key objective of both reformulated assessment tasks was to benefit students by increasing 
their desire to learn, it was also expected that accounting educators would develop new skills as 
mediators and moderators in the process of assisting students to take ownership of their own 
learning. QUT was also expected to benefit through the development of assessment tasks which were 
constructively aligned with the desired learning outcomes within a context of minimal resource 
requirements. The accounting profession was also considered to be a beneficiary with post-peer-
reviewed assessment task students entering the profession with increased technical accounting skills 
and non-technical skills in communication, teamwork, problem-solving and self-management. 
Dissemination of the results of this project to the broader community of accounting educators was 
also anticipated with the creation then of an opportunity for increased dialogue related to new and, 
potentially, more relevant modes of student assessment. 
 
The primary purpose of disseminating the results of both peer review case studies is to identify the 
assessment objectives that were actually achieved and the ‘winning” stakeholders within the staff-
administered versus e-Learning environments. In addition, any issues that arose which limited the 
attainment of the desired outcomes within each context are identified.  
 
 
WHAT IS STUDENT PEER REVIEW? AN ANALYSIS OF THE LITERATURE 
 
Benefits of Peer Review – Social Constructivism  
The social constructivist process model of assessment argues that both students and tutors should be 
actively engaged with every stage of the assessment process in order for them to truly understand the 
requirements of the process, and the overall criteria and standards being applied [30]. Of note is that 
both self assessment and peer marking processes have resulted in a statistically significant 
improvement in the students’ subsequent work [18]; [19]. In addition the research literature highlights 
that active engagement by tutors with the assessment process results in improved standardisation 
outcomes in marking [27]; [28]; [29]. 
 
Within the educational literature, peer-marking using model answers was found to be particularly 
effective in improving students’ work and in students’ positive perceptions of the value of the activity 
[19]. The 1996 study by Orsmond, Merry & Reiling [21], reported that not only did students enjoy 
peer-marking exercises but felt they benefited from them by becoming more critical and working in 
more structured ways. As argued by O’Donovan, Price and Rust [19] (at p. 13), these findings 
“…arguably demonstrate that inviting students into the marking process can mean that assessment 
broadens out from merely the assessment of learning to become an effective learning tool in its own 
right, facilitating assessment for learning.” In addition, the benefits of peer assessment have been 
highlighted as including the fact that students become more confident, independent and reflective 
learners, and they obtain a deepened understanding of the required learning [19]. 
 
Benefits of Peer Review - Peer Learning Networks 
Peer review also has the potential to assist students from culturally and educationally diverse 
backgrounds in adjusting to university, with peers potentially acting as positive role models within a 
non-intimidating, informal environment. As highlighted in Ladyshewsky and Gardner [13] 
“communications between peers are less threatening than those that involve supervisors or 
authorities. Hence, enhanced disclosure, discussion and deeper learning outcomes are possible”. The 
peer review process has the potential to lead to effective peer learning networks that students can 
draw on for the duration of their degrees, and potentially beyond. The advantages of these learning 
networks then include [13]:  additional assistance with challenges from peers; more perspectives on 
problems; access to expertise; more meaningful participation; the creation of an informal environment 
as opposed to the highly structured lectures and tutorials run by perceived authority figures [12]. 
 
Generation of an Iterative Cycle of Learning through Formative Feedback 
As highlighted by Rust, O’Donovan & Price [30] and Pearce, Mulder & Baik [23], the level of the 
qualitative and quantitative feedback normally available to students involved in a major project is 
limited to a final summative grade from the time-poor, academic staff. “This approach is ineffective as 
part of an intended iterative cycle of learning, because there is no further opportunity for students to 
improve on their assignment. This means there is little motivation for them to reflect on, or learn from 
this feedback. Thus, while the concept that students learn best when their ideas are exposed to the 
scrutiny of others is broadly accepted, in practice the type of feedback offered fails to maximise 
learning benefits. For writing tasks, formative feedback is well acknowledged as being valuable during 
the revision phase of writing [Pearce, Mulder & Baik [23], at pp. 1-2)”. 
 
Thus, a third key benefit of the peer review process is its underlying potential to simultaneously 
reduce the marking loads of staff while creating opportunities for students to become involved in a 
continuous cycle of evaluating the work of their peers during its formative stages with all the benefits 
for students identified within the social constructivist literature. For example, critiquing peer 
submissions:  provides students with a valuable perspective on their own work; encourages them to 
revise it;  promotes a sense of community and collaboration; and helps students to become equipped 
for lifelong, independent learning [27]; [28]; 29]; [30]. 
 
 
Limitations of Peer Review – is there an e-Learning Remedy? 
 
Student Concerns 
 
While the available literature highlights a wide range of benefits of peer review, there are a range of 
potential impediments to implementing student peer review including [12]; [23]: with students rather 
than staff marking the work, issues of validity, reliability, bias and fairness will arise; students may 
dislike evaluating another student’s work; students can resent being required to review and comment 
on other students’ work believing that staff are paid to complete these tasks; they may lack 
confidence in their own ability to evaluate their peers’ work and may similarly doubt the competence 
of other student reviewers; and some students may, on a cost versus benefit analysis feel that the 
time taken to provide a peer review is not compensated for by the comments received by the peer 
review they will receive in exchange.  
 
Staff Concerns: 
 
Of concern to academic staff is that any teaching innovation must be achieved within short time 
frames to ensure minimal impact on their key disciplined-based research and publication agendas. 
Thus, of practical concern to staff in terms of the adoption of any peer review process relates to the 
time it takes to administer the peer review process in class on a manual basis. Depending on how 
peer view is implemented, the organisational/administrative load associated with large classes can be 
significant, particularly if one of the aims is to protect the anonymity of reviewers [12]; [23]. 
E-Learning Technology - A Remedy? 
As highlighted in the on-line PRAZE support manual by Pearce, Mulder & Baik [23], their development 
of an e-Learning based, peer review process at the University of Melbourne (PRAZE), a Web-based 
system that facilitates automation of anonymous peer review amongst students, was motivated by the 
desire to provide students with feedback that promotes a genuinely reflective cycle of learning.  
“...Students benefit both by being the recipient of comments on their own work but also through 
critically reviewing the work of others and reflecting on its positive and negative aspects. PRAZE has 
many similarities to systems used to assist in managing the reviewing of papers for a journal or 
conference, but it also has specific requirements unique to the teaching environment.” This focus on a 
formative-based, reflective cycle of learning within the PRAZE peer review process, was designed to 
overcome the previously highlighted issue of time-poor academic staff providing only a summative 
grade on the final version of a submitted assignment.  
 
In addition to providing a continuous cycle of formative feedback, an e-Learning, peer review process 
has the potential to minimise the major staff concerns related to the time costs associated with its 
administration. These costs concerns have been recognised by Pearce Mulder & Baik [23] who state 
that (at pp. 1-2): “...given the pedagogical merits of formative peer review are so well established, it is 
perhaps surprising that student peer review is not a more pervasive feature of university curricula. 
One reason is that administrating anonymous peer review without the aid of custom-designed 
software is so onerous that it remains a potent disincentive to implementation, especially when 
classes are large. Online tools promise to significantly reduce this burden, and are therefore an 
important part of the peer review landscape.”  
 
Student concerns related to uncertainty as to whether they have the skills and experience to mark the 
work of their peers are also potentially minimised given the highly structured, step-by-step marking 
guide that can be included within the online review process. By providing an efficient and easy-to-use 
online tool for time-poor students, the costs related to any peer review completed are also minimised.  
 
However, an important consideration in the adoption of on line tools is the potential for the technology 
to ultimately fail to deliver one of the core principles or foundations of the peer review process and 
that is to actively engage students in a collaborative process as equal members of a community of 
scholars. Thus, while the time “costs” of staff and students can be reduced by e-learning technology, 
of concern to Pearce, Mulder and Baik [23] and to all academics seeking to achieve key teaching and 
learning objectives, is where does that leave the social benefits of a sense of belonging to a university 
community, which are mostly acquired through face-to-face contact? Is it possible to create a virtual 
sense of belonging and is this online technology equally as effective? Case Study Two as detailed 
below highlights the key features of an independent trial of the PRAZE process and its ability to 
engage students in a sense of online community.  
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Case Study One – AYB200 (2010) – Staff Administered 
Given the widely recognised, educational benefits of engaging students in the assessment process, in 
Semester One, 2010, a staff-administered, summative, peer-review process was introduced into 
AYB200 – Financial Accounting, in Semester One, 2010 through a three-staged process: 
preparation/development, implementation and evaluation. During the preparation stage, preliminary 
meetings were held with the involvement of all AYB200 staff and the Head of School to determine the 
support for a remodeling of the assessment task. The key issues of concern in AYB 200 related to the 
low participation and attendance numbers and the high failure rates associated with the 
predominantly exam based assessment tasks. Once approved, further staff discussions were held in 
order to establish the necessary practical steps which would be required for the peer review process.  
 
The basis of the peer review task was set as a three week, continuous cycle of: lecture content – 
week one; a tutorial on the lecture material – week two; and, in week three, the in-class, peer-review 
marking of the assessment task related to the week one lecture content. Prior to the in-class, student-
based marking process, the tutors and the students worked through both the solutions for the 
assessment task and the marking criteria to minimise marking discrepancies and uncertainties. 
 
Within the implementation stage, practical cases, solutions and marking criteria were developed by 
the AYB200 staff for use by the student markers. Feedback from both participating students and the 
tutors during the initial implementation phase, led to a remodelling of the peer review process in the 
form of the introduction of an answer template. This modification reduced the number of student 
formatting differences faced by peer markers. 
The final student evaluation stage of the peer-review assessment process involved three different 
phases of confidential data collection in the form of:  the qualitative results provided by students in the 
formal university-wide, pre-exam LEX surveys for Semester One, 2010 for AYB200; an on-line 
confidential survey released to post-exam AYB200 students via the Blackboard system at QUT; and a 
post-exam, in-class survey conducted by a staff member in Company Accounting in Semester Two, 
2010.   
 
Of a student cohort of approximately 350 students, one hundred and fifty-nine students completed 
surveys, providing four hundred and seventy comments related to the peer-review assessment 
process. These results included one hundred and four students who provided three hundred and fifty-
three positive responses supporting the peer review task, while 55 students provided negative views 
in 117 comments which predominantly related to the fact that completing the task within the class 
environment reduced tutorial participation time. Figs. 1 and 2 summarise the results of this analysis 
with the full details of this case study set out in the 2011 HERDSA Conference Paper entitled 
“Transferring Knowledge through Peer-Reviewed Assessment: the Creation of a Community of 
Practice and the Threats to its Survival” [31].   
 
In terms of staff evaluation, three tutors from AYB200 participated in discussions with the Unit Co-
ordinator in addition to completing a survey which sought to obtain their views on the advantages and 
disadvantages of their assessment task experiences, both personally and in relation to their students. 
These tutors were responsible for approximately 55% of the AYB200 student cohort.    
 
Case Study Two – AYB227 (2012) – PRAZE, University of Melbourne Trial – E-Learning Process 
The AYB227 – International Accounting cohort of students is characterised by a considerable diversity 
in terms of both cultural and discipline-based knowledge with students coming from international 
business, finance, management and accounting backgrounds.  With student numbers rapidly 
increasing from approximately 25 students to over 450 students per year as a result of high levels of 
interest in international business activities within our employer groups, the staff and our students, it 
was recognised that one of the most valuable resources within the subject, as is highlighted by the 
peer review literature, was this actual student diversity itself. That is, actively engaging students in the 
assessment process in a manner that would allow them to share their different cultural and discipline-
based backgrounds in a collaborative, community of scholars could contribute substantially to the 
learning outcomes of the subject. 
As the assessment task for the subject involved a major, cross-cultural written report, a formative 
based peer review process was introduced to provide students with a genuinely reflective, summative 
cycle of feedback from their peers prior to the final submission of the project for grading purposes. 
However, of concern, were both a range of time-related, administration issues raised by full time staff 
in Case Study One, and the still rapidly growing numbers within AYB227. In addition, the negative 
issues raised by students within Case Study One in terms of their preference that the peer-review 
process did not restrict normal, in-class, tutorial activities needed to be addressed. Thus, at my 
request, the School of Accountancy, QUT Business School, become a trial member of the University 
of Melbourne’s PRAZE e-Learning project. 
Within this e-learning project, in Week Seven of Semester Two, 2011, the students in AYB227 were 
asked to submit /upload their draft only and, anonymously, i.e. by student number. Prior to this 
submission process, a practice marking session was conducted in class in relation to the draft that 
had been prepared for submission in order to assist any students who may have lacked the 
confidence to complete a peer review. Once submitted, the PRAZE system then randomly and 
anonymously assigned these drafts for review. As the co-ordinator in the subject, I had previously set 
up a step-by-step proforma of review questions within the PRAZE system which guided the students 
through their review of the peer task assigned to them and which utilised the major project’s primary 
assessment criteria. The students were provided with a four-day submission phase and then a four-
day review phase to allow for students who were ill, away on work-related tasks, or who had other 
assessment tasks deadlines to meet. 
Of the 126 students in this (off-semester) cohort, 102 students submitted their drafts and then 99 
students of these 102 students completed their assigned reviews. The submission phase was 
assigned 4%, while the on-line peer review was assigned 12 marks within the overall project 
assessment total of 90 marks. 
The student evaluation of this e-Learning, peer review involves a three step process: a voluntary, 
confidential, interim survey conducted in class in Week Eight immediately following the review and 
submission process; a voluntary, confidential survey to be conducted in the Week Thirteen revision 
lecture; and the qualitative results to be provided by students in the formal university-wide, pre-exam 
LEX surveys for Semester One, 2011 for AYB227 after the release of the formal exam results. At the 
time of submitting this paper, the interim survey was the only stage completed of this evaluation 
process with 42 student responses received as set out in Fig. 3. 
 
THE RESULTS  
Case Study One – AYB200 (2010) – Staff Administered 
As highlighted in Figs. 1 and 2, from a student perspective, the outcomes of the assessment change 
were significantly successful with: a decline in overall failure rates of 15% and an increase in weekly 
work completion, tutorial attendance and engagement rates to approx. 100%.  Of critical importance 
to the students was the weekly incentive to keep up-to-date with the work and the receipt of constant 
support and feedback in terms of their progress through the subject.  The students were also able to 
become familiar with the real-world setting out of financial statements and journal entries and to work 
through exam standard questions on a weekly basis. The value of this task to students was also 
clearly highlighted in the results of the post exam on-line and in-class confidential surveys in terms of 
their support for the retention of the peer-marked assessment task with a response of 85% and 100% 
respectively. 
 
From my perspective as the Unit Co-ordinator, the 15% fall in student failure results, as highlighted in 
Fig. 2 was particularly pleasing.  Not only did this reduction in failure rates allow 150 to 200 more 
students per year to progress to Company Accounting with a better foundation of understanding, it 
also provided an indication that the social constructivist model adopted focusing on student 
engagement was the appropriate one.  
The sessional tutor evaluation of the peer-assessment task change was also overwhelmingly positive 
with the key beneficial features of the assessment task for the sessional tutors highlighted by Taylor 
[31] including that: students attended the lecture and completed the tutorial work each week which 
then enabled them to successfully complete the assessment task; tutorial attendance and 
participation increased with students actively contacting their tutors for assistance and asking 
questions in class; and students took ownership of their own learning and because they were marking 
other students’ work, they could also see how other students were going and how their work level and 
understanding compared to that of their peers and to the final level needed for exam, and later 
accounting practice, purposes. 
 
Of concern however to full-time staff within the subject was the additional workload involved with the 
administration of the peer-review process and the resultant impact on research commitments. That is, 
working with an actively engaged cohort of students conflicted with the significant and understandable 
commitment full time staff had to the research and publication requirements of academics seeking 
promotion. In contrast, the voices of students and sessional staff prioritised the constructive alignment 
of learning outcomes, teaching methods and assessment tasks. In order to “save” the peer review 
process for the benefit of students then, an alternative, administration process needed to be adopted 
and the resolution developed is elaborated in the next section in Case Study Two.   
 
 
Fig. 1: Case Study One Student Results - Peer Review – Staff Administered – Semester One 
2010 - AYB200 - Pre and Post Exam Cohorts - Positive Student Responses 
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 Fig. 2: Case Study One Student Results - Peer Review – Staff Administered – Semester One 
2010 - AYB200 – Final Exam Results - Pre and Post Assessment Task 
 
Case Study Two – AYB227 (2011) – e-Learning Administered 
Consistent with the high levels of support for the peer review process received from students in the 
Case One scenario, the AYB 227 student cohort interim results set out in Fig. 3 provide clear 
evidence that students find great value in both receiving and providing peer-based feedback. In 
addition, the students were overwhelmingly in support of the e-Learning process which they found, 
almost without exception, to be very easy to use and “interesting”. Of great delight to many students 
was the high quality of the feedback received from their peer reviewer which provided them with 
useful ideas for their final draft.  
A key staff identified benefit of the peer review process within the subject was that the students, both 
in terms of submitting their drafts, and then as reviewers, were constantly working with the formal 
assessment criteria for the major project task. This constant engagement with the assessment 
process is seen as necessary to allow both staff and students to truly understand the requirements of 
the process, and the overall criteria and standards being applied [30].   In addition, staff members 
were able to easily review a sample range of submitted drafts in order to provide general feedback 
comments to the overall student cohort on the strengths and weaknesses of the drafts submitted 
versus the formal assessment criteria. As subject co-ordinator, I noticed a distinct drop in student 
queries both via emails and in terms of Discussion Board, on-line queries, following the review period 
with many students commenting that their queries had been answered by their reviewer. These 
reviewer “helpers” then contributed further to the overall saving in staff time costs. 
As the co-ordinator of the subject, the time savings to me as a result of the use of the PRAZE e-
Learning process were considerable and the quality of the reports provided in terms of student 
submissions and peer reviews was outstanding. For example, as the deadline for both the submission 
and review phases due to a close, the PRAZE system generated automatic, reminder emails to 
students who had not yet participated. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 
 
The two alternate versions of peer review conducted within Case Study One (staff, in-class led) and 
Case Study Two (e-Learning administered) provided an excellent opportunity for the independent 
evaluation of one of the key themes identified within the peer review literature review. That is, did the 
adoption of the PRAZE technology serve to benefit the time saving interests of full time academic 
staff, but with the result of failing to actively engage students and staff in a collaborative process as 
equal members of a community of scholars? Alternatively, was the e-Learning process successful in 
genuinely creating a virtual sense of belonging even in the absence of “human tutors” [12]?  
 
In the staff administered, AYB200 Case Study, the summative, peer-review assessment task was 
developed on the basis that acquiring knowledge and understanding of assessment processes, 
criteria and standards needed the same kind of active engagement and participation as learning 
about anything else. Within this context, the journeys of the AYB200 student cohort and the sessional 
staff were very similar with each group providing overwhelmingly positive responses to the peer-
marked assessment task process. Of critical importance, Taylor [31] (at p. 15, Appendix One) 
highlights that the overall student and sessional staff responses supported the conclusion that the use 
of peer assessment to provide multiple opportunities to practice and receive feedback within 
professional accounting, real world case contexts “...encouraged peer learning, increased 
engagement and the students’ desire to learn”.  Regardless of this level of success, however, and as 
detailed in Taylor [31] the project was placed at risk as a result of full time staff concerns related 
primarily to “time lost” away from promotion-based research commitments and expectations. The 
Head of School in this case received strong demands from full time staff to remove the peer review 
task from the subject. 
 
By contrast, in the AYB227 – International Accounting - Case Study Two, the full time staff concerns 
related to “time lost” were significantly removed.  The PRAZE system delivered an extremely efficient, 
effective and easily mastered (by both staff and students) peer-review process which allowed the 
students to engage widely in a collaborative, community of scholars’ environment with minimal 
involvement of “human tutors” [12]. This outcome was enhanced by the preliminary, in-class practice 
marking workshop which allowed the students to both benefit from the face-to-face contact with staff 
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and their peers gained in Case Study One, and to gain confidence in their ability as peer reviewers. 
As noted in Fig. 3, students generally believed that “...the reviewer’s comments were very useful. Any 
uncertainties I had were clarified by a fellow student doing the same task.” Of note were student 
comments that highlighted their actual preference for an evaluation process that is not completed 
face-to-face so that comments can be more “honest”. The feedback mechanism within the PRAZE 
system also facilitated an open, post review dialogue between the “reviewed” and the “reviewers”. 
 
In conclusion, the two case studies provide clear, independent evidence that innovative assessment 
design, which includes new paradigms of student engagement and learning and pedagogically based 
technologies do have the capacity to provide some measure of relief from the internal and external 
tensions currently faced by higher education institutions, their academic staff and students. Of most 
importance is that these findings “…arguably demonstrate that inviting students into the marking 
process can mean that assessment broadens out from merely the assessment of learning to become 
an effective learning tool in its own right, facilitating assessment for learning [19].”  
 
Thus, the clear “winners” in the e-Learning-based, peer review process are all the relevant 
stakeholders. While the key objective of both case studies was to benefit students by increasing their 
desire to learn, accounting educators have also developed new skills as mediators and moderators in 
the process of assisting students to take ownership of their own learning within, in terms of Case 
Study Two, a low, time cost environment. QUT has also benefited through the development of 
assessment tasks which are constructively aligned with the desired learning outcomes within a 
context of minimal resource requirements. The accounting profession is also a beneficiary with post-
peer-review students entering the profession with increased technical accounting and technology 
skills and non-technical skills in communication, teamwork, problem-solving and self-management. 
Dissemination of the results of this project to the broader community of accounting educators 
increases the dialogue related to new and, potentially, more relevant modes of student assessment. 
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